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OPINION 1336

FIVE SPECIFIC NAMESPROPOSEDAS NEWFORTHEGENUS
HETERODERAA. SCHMIDT, 1871 (ASCHELMINTHES,

NEMATODA)BY B. A. COOPER,1955 RULEDTOBEAVAILABLE

RULING. —(1) The request for the use of plenary powers to

conserve Heterodera urticae Mathews, 1970, through the suppression of

Heterodera urticae Pogosyan, 1962, is hereby refused.

(2) The specific names bifenestra, limonii, methwoldensis, polygoni

and urticae as published in the binomina Heterodera bifenestra, Heterodera

limonii, Heterodera methwoldensis, Heterodera polygoni and Heterodera

urticae in the paper by B. A. Cooper, 1955, 'A preliminary key to British

species of Heterodera for use in soil examination', pages 269-280, in

D. K. McE. Kevan (Ed.) Soil Zoology, Proceedings of the University of

Nottingham Second Easter School in Agricultural Science, Butterworth, are

hereby ruled available for use in zoological nomenclature and placed on the

Official List of Specific Names with the NameNumbers specified:

(a) bifenestra Cooper, 1955, as published in the binomen

Heterodera bifenestra (Name Number 2990);

(b) limonii Cooper, 1955, as published in the binomen Heterodera

limonii (Name Number 2991);

(c) methwoldensis Cooper, 1955, as published in the binomen

Heterodera methwoldensis (Name Number 2992);

(d) polygoni Cooper, 1955, as published in the binomen

Heterodera polygoni (Name Number 2993);

(e) urticae Cooper, 1955, as published in the binomen Heterodera

urticae (Name Number 2994).

HISTORYOFTHECASEZ.N.(S.)2066

An enquiry into the status of five new nematode names was first

received from Dr A. R. Stone {Rothamsted Experimental Station, U.K.) on

20 February 1974. The need for a ruling on the availability of these names

was identified and a draft application was prepared and subsequently

revised, at the request of Dr Stone, to incorporate a request for the use of

plenary powers to suppress Heterodera urticae Pogosyan, 1962. The result-

ing draft was sent to the printers on 27 August 1974 and published on 31

December 1974 in Bull. zool. Norn., vol. 31, pp. 225-227. Public notice of

the possible use of plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of

the Bulletin as well as to the statutory serials, seven general and one

nematological serial.

Critical comments questioning the basis on which the names should

be ruled unavailable were received from Dr L. B. Holthuis {Rijksmuseum

van Natuurlijke Historic, Leiden, Netherlands), Dr W. M. Watts and Dr S.

Andersson {DSIR, Auckland, New Zealand and National Swedish Institute
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for Plant Protection, Akarp, Sweden) and Dr R. M. Jeffords {Houston,

Texas, U.S.A.) and published in Bull. zool. Norn., vol. 32, p. 100, vol. 32, pp.
207-208 and vol. 33, pp. 69-70 respectively.

Support for the proposals was received from Dr J. F. Southey

(MAFF. Harpenden, U.K.), Dr H. J. P. Mathews (Ministry of Agriculture,

Co. Antrim, Northern Ireland, U.K.), Dr R. H. Mulvey (Biosystematics

Research Institute, Ottawa, Canada) and Dr A. M. Golden (USDA,
Beltsville, Maryland, U.S.A.)

DECISION OFTHECOMMISSION

On 27 September 1978 the members of the Commission were invited

to vote under the Three-Month rule on Voting Paper (1978)25 for or

against the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 31, pp. 226-227. At the

close of the voting period on 27 December 1978 the state of the voting was
as follows:

Affirmative Votes —three (3) received in the following order:

Tortonese, Welch, Kraus
Negative Votes —seventeen (17) received in the following order:

Melville, Mroczkowski, Brinck, Holthuis, Eisenmann, Alvarado, Vokes,

Willink, Habe, Binder, Corliss, Heppell, Bayer, Cogger, Nye, Dupuis,
Bernardi.

Ride was on leave of absence, Sabrosky abstained. No votes were
returned by Starobogatov.

The following comments were returned by members of the Com-
mission with their voting papers:

Eisenmann: 'With some regret, I must agree with those objecting to

the application that Cooper's 1955 names are available under the Code.
This view would not preclude rejpction of such names by exercising the

plenary powers, if an application showed reasons such as maintenance of

predominant usage, avoidance of confusion etc'

Alvarado: 'I think that the names fulfil the requirements of Article

13a. The comments by L. B. Holthuis seem strong enough to me. In the

Code there is a well established point: 'rules for nomenclatural purposes'.

Taxonomy is another question.'

Bayer: 'I concur fully with the arguments against this proposal

raised by Holthuis, Watts & Andersson, and Jeffords.'

Cogger: 'I agree with the comments made by the application's

opponents, notably those of Jeffords. Recognition of Cooper's names
does not raise a nomenclatural problem but rather a taxonomic one which

can be solved by taxonomic specialists using the conventional methods of

systematic zoology.'

Heppell: 'The comments against the proposals demonstrate that

Cooper's specific names are available nomenclaturally, even if they are
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species inquirendae taxonomically. It seems farcical to me that if the

Commission rejects this application it is obliged to enter such names on the

Official List of Specific Names which is thereby reduced to a mere index of

its decisions.'

Kraus: 'A decision by the Commission is necessary as the question of

the availabiUty of Cooper's names evidently is a source of controversy. I

feel that the original author (Cooper) as well as the editor (Kevan) expressly

did not have the intention to introduce new names in 1955. There is no

necessity to place doubtful names (for species inquirendae) on the Official

List.'

Nye: 'These names pubUshed by Cooper in 1955 fulfilled the require-

ments of the Code and were thereby estabUshed.'

Bernardi: 'Les noms de Cooper me semblent utifisables au sens du

Code.'

Depuis: 'Ce vote est conforme a I'avis recueilli aupres de M. Michel

Luc, specialiste en phy to nematodes.'

Sabrosky: 'It seems to me that many of the comments do not cor-

rectly consider the real point of the appHcation, indeed the appUcation itself

does not do justice to the problem. It is not a question of the importance of

the names, of usage, of Pogosyan's apparent misidentification, of the

editor's note, nor the obvious undesirability of the method. The real point

lies in a question of principle. Are such names as those of Cooper to be

recognized as available?

'I concede that i/the Cooper (1955) names are considered to be

conditional names in the sense of the Code (Art. 17(8) 2nd ed.. Art. 15 3rd

ed.), then they are available. The fundamental question is whether they are

truly conditional names or whether they are merely names used 'as tempor-

ary means of reference and not for formal taxonomic use as scientific names

in zoological nomenclature'. This was the fundamental question addressed

in my application {Bull. zool. Norn., vol. 29, pp. 131-134, 1972) regarding

the interpretation of the Code provision 'names proposed for other than

taxonomic use'. (Art. 1 2nd ed.).

'If Cooper's names were to be voted available, I maintain that that

action would be inconsistent with Art. lb(6) the provision of which now
appears to be consistent with a decision of the International Congress of

Zoology.

'The Bradley Draft, to review the background, gave expression to

a Copenhagen Decision (p. 63, para. 114) as Art. 1, Sec. 2; 'A Latin or

latinized designation of an animal shall be assumed to be a name for use in

zoological nomenclature unless its author, in publishing it, made it clear

that such was not his intention.' This was further stated in the Bradley

Draft Art. 6, Sec. 6a: 'Extra-nomenclatural names. —If it is clear that a

given name was not intended for use in zoological nomenclature, it shall not

be available and shall lack status for any nomenclatural purpose.' The 2nd

edition of the Code expressed this concisely —in retrospect too concisely —
as 'names proposed for other than taxonomic use, are excluded' [from
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zoological nomenclature, Art. 1]. The 3rd edition of the Code has

somewhat expanded the expression in an attempt to be more meaningful:

'as temporary means of reference and not for formal taxonomic use as

scientific names in zoological nomenclature'.

'In all these expressions and in the cases that are involved, obviously

there are names involved. Obviously there is some kind of taxonomic use,

since names must be intended to separate 1 from 2, or a from b, etc, but they

may not be for 'formal taxonomic use'. Even vernacular names can have

taxonomic use of a sort. Obviously the real question must be the clarity of

the author's statement of his usage of 'names'.

'In the case of Cooper's names, I am convinced that he made it

abundantly clear that he was not proposing the names for formal use. (See

quotations from Cooper in Sabrosky, Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 29, p. 131;

unfortunately Stone did not quote Cooper's most significant sentences).

Cooper himself made clear his use of inverted commas; it was not an

editorial insertion as Jeffords thought possible {Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 33,

p. 69).

'The argument on "conditional names" apparently stems from

Secretary Melville's use of that expression, as quoted by Stone {Bull. zool.

Nom., vol. 31, p. 226.). I consider that incorrect (Cooper said "provisional"

and not "conditional") and particularly unfortunate because it immediately

focused attention (Holthuis and others) on the "conditional proposal rule"

for names proposed before 1961, Code Article 17(8) 2nd ed.; 15 3rd ed. For

example Jeffords {Bull. zool. Nom., vol. 33, p. 69), who specifically stated

that he had not read Cooper (1955), accepted the argument of Watts &
Andersson, who accepted Melville's statement that Cooper's names were

conditionally proposed. I consider it significant that Jeff"ords went on to say

"it [the Code provision. Art 1 2nd ed.. Art. lb(6) 3rd ed.] should be applied

only where an author clearly and explicitly states or demonstrates within a

publication that the names are not intended for taxonomic use . .
.". That

is exactly what Cooper made clear (cf. quotations in Sabrosky, Bull. zool.

Nom., vol. 29, p. 131), and I consider that his publication is a typical

example of the problem before us.

'Truly conditional names, on the other hand, even though "pro-

visional" in the sense that they are not adopted at the time of first publi-

cation, are nevertheless proposed for formal taxonomic use, if and when the

taxon for which they are proposed should come to be regarded as distinct.

They are not proposed as temporary means of reference. They are intended

to be a permanent name, if and when needed, which is quite different from

the Cooper and other names cited in my application'.

ORIGINAL REFERENCES

The following are the original references to the names placed on an

Official List by the ruling given in the present Opinion:
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bifenestra, Heterodera, Cooper, 1955, A preliminary key to British species

of Heterodera for use in soil examination in Soil Zoology, Pro-

ceedings of the University of Nottingham Second Easter School

in Agricultural Science, D. K. McE. Kevan (ed.), Butterworth,

London, pp. 275, 278

limonii, Heterodera, Cooper, 1955, ibid., pp. 273, 274, 275, 276, 278

methwoldensis , Heterodera, Cooper, 1955, ibid., pp. 277, 279

polygoni, Heterodera, Cooper, 1955, ibid., pp. 273, 276, 277, 279

urticae, Heterodera, Cooper, 1955, ibid., p. 279.

CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that the votes cast on Voting Paper (78)25 were cast

as set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has been

duly rejected under the plenary powers, and that the decision so taken,

being the decision of the International Commission on Zoological

Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion No. 1336.

R. V. MELVILLE
Secretary

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature

London
9 May 1985


